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DEFENCE 



OF A LATE 



PAMPHLET, ^c, 



AS the Remarker does mfe the F^-3 
vour to afcribe to Mr. y. the 
Ti'eatife remarked upon 5 I fliall 
be jTo complaifant as, iii return^ 
to afcribe the Remarks to Mv; W. there be- 
ing, though not his Name, yet his Symbol^ 
both in the Motto of the Title-Page^ and 
up and down in the Pamphlet. 

He begins j p; i. I Jhalh fays he, confine 
tnyfelf to the little of Argument and JReafon'^ 
ing which occurs in it, (the Treatife)—— ;— 
as it is declared to be the laji Effort of an ex-- 
firing Cauje. 
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If there is little of Argument left, it iS en- 
tirely owing to Mr. fT/s not venturing to d6-* 
fend himfelf in the numerous Errors and 
grofs Fallacies and Mifreprefentations charged 
upon aimoft every Part of his Writings* 
Many things^ which he knew he could not 
defend, he has drop'd, without owning he 
.was convifted of wrong Reafonifigy mifun^ 
derftanding^ ahd miftranfiating ancient Greek 
and hatin Authors : And he has, without 
alking Pardon, paffcd over in filence feveral 
other things which he knew to be mere Ca-* 
iumny and Slander. ; many Inilances of 
ivhich are (hewn ih the Treatife upon which 
the Remarks are made. So that there is 
really litrie or nothing left for Mr. J. to con- 
fute : And I can only juft obferve the laft 
Struggles of a dyirig Critic. Mx.W. k like 
ah old beaten Gladiator fiill of ScarSj who 
bbal^s" that every ^"i^t arid Wofend he- has tt- 
c6iv'd, i^ a E)tenbn!ftratt6n^ of hi^ having 




^tffcirtdd tlie I^ieM and rnh awiy, boafiled 
how many Enehii^ be hMd killed. 

Thfe Fotmdatioii 6f Mr. WS IMirie Li-^ 
gdtkn; ana all Ms Buildilig upon it, has 
been fliewn fo be a me^e Ronhjtott, afifd 
bunding Caftfis ih thfc Atf : Arid &{ «s Dif^ 
play upon ancient Learning, JPHiJ^o^y,. 
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Myfteties, Hieroglyphics, &Ci has beett 
proWd to be Revery and Dream ; and he has 
iitvcr had the Luck to underftand or to rea- 
fon right on any one Point he undertook to 
illuftrate. He has taken Liberty to infult 
and abuie feveral Men of real Learning, in 
a manner immodeft and plainly intolerable, 
as the moft ignorant are often the moft in-* 
folent : And tho' he hjis nothing to fay in 
his own Defence, and has been forc'd to be 
iilent in every material Point, all the Mo- 
defty he has. fhewri has been in refufing to 
plead, and then to triumph as if he had 
got his Caufe. 

As foon as you deteft him in one falfe 
fteafoning or Fa6t, he leaves you, and runs 
feto many others : Charge him with Mif* 
reprefentation. Prevarication, and Calumny^ 
idl the Satisfadion you get is, (inftead of an 
iflgcnuoils Confeflion, and taking a com- 
mendable Shame to bimfelf) to have a new 
Load of thcfe thrown upon you the next 
0{>portunity* Mr. fF. has left the Divine 
Legation^ baffled as it is, without any At- 
tempt to fave it. He has left his Friends to 
find out for him the Greek Cafci ; to make! 
Senie, if they c^n, of his Exbterics and £/&- 
ierics ; to difcover the Eleufinian Myfteries 
irt Virgil^ and to celebrate them at Athens ; 
to 'fliew for him the fine Scenery of jttra- 
i&n/^'s facrificing his Son ^ and to a(ft the old 

Drama^ 
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Drama oijob and his Wife, &c. by a Chingfi 

oi Scenes in Judaa and Babylon^ inflead of 
Arabia ; to pi ove the Egyptian Hierogly- 
phics to be clemeniary, and common Let- 
ters of writing : And, to name no more, he 
leaves it to his honeji Seconds to defend him 
in charging Mr. y. with downright calum- 
nious Falfities 3 arid in forging for Mr. jf. 
whole Sentences and long Paragraphsj of 
which he wrote not one Word ; and at the 
fame time pretendmg he contradidled hinl- 
felf, and difowned what he had faid, when 
the whole Charge is his own Invention. 

In the prefent Remarks, Mr. fT. deferts 
. . every Part of his Scheme which was con- 
lidered and confuted by Mr* y. and has no-^ 
thing to fay againft the Philofophers not be^ 
lieving a future State, which Mn y. might 
juflly fay he prov'd to a Demonftration, that 
they did. All he has left is, to maintain a 
fecond-hand critical Remark upon a forg*d . 
Letter of Plato ; and another on the Book. of , 
Arijtotle de Mundo 3 and two or three littlcf. ' 
things belides. . 

If Plato ever Ipoke the real Sentiments of 
liis Mind about a future State, we muft fup- 
pofe he wou*d declare them in a Letter to 
his Friends: And that he did fo, Mr.^^ 
prov'd in bis farther Defence^ P- S^- What 
does Mr. JV. reply to this ? He does not 

deny 
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deny but that Plato declared fully for a fu^ 

ture State ; but he queftions whether he de- 
livered his real Opinian^ p. 2. The Reafon 
he gives is, becaufe in another fuppos'd Let- 
ter, there is' mention of a Symbol or Mark 
(not mentioned in this) whereby Dionyjius^ 
to whom he is fuppos'd to write, was to 
know when he fpake ferioujly concerning 
the Divine Being, and when not. Whea 
he fpake according to the vulgar Superftition, 
he began his Letter with Gods in the plural 
Number j but when he delivered his ferious 
Thoughts of the Divine Being, he wrote 
God in the fingular Number ; to fliew that 
he believ'd the Unity of God, and thought 
there was but one Supreme God, Now 
could Mr. JV. prove this Letter to be ge- 
liuine, is it any the leaft Argument againft 
what Mr. y. alledged P or does it prove, that 
JPlato did not write his real Sentiments con- 
cerning a future State in the Letter un- 
doubtedly genuine, which was cited by 
Mr. y. ? Surely Plato might njention Gods 
inftead of God, when he had a mind to 
Ipeak popularly ; and might be afraid to 
Ipeak of the Deity, or God, always in the 
lingular Number, left the Vulgar fhould 
fufpedl that he believ'd not in their many 
Cods : But he needed not to be afraid of de- 
claring openly his Sentiments of a future 
State of Rewards and Punifhments, which 
^^s the pplitical and popular Opinion, as 

weH 
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well as bis own. However feveral Argu- 
ments were oiFer'd to (hew this Letter to be 
counterfeit, and not Plato's. Diogenes Laer^ 
tius, fronj Thrajylaus or Tbrafyllus, counted 
po more than twelve Letters of Piato^ as 
was obferv'd in the Treatife in Defence of 
Mr.y. and this. makes a thirteenth. And 
it was probably added to make up the four 
wrote to Dionyfius^ becaafe one of them' 
had been loft after the Time of Artfto^ 
phanes Qrammaticus^ and l'i>rafylius: So 
that thefe two very learned and ancient Wri- 
ters do not appear to have known any thing 
of this Letter. Nor can it be reafonably 
fuppos*d they did ; becaufe they knew that 
p\\ the four Letters to Dionyjius were of the 
jE/foV kind, as Diogenes Laertius tells us 
from them : whereas this 1 3th is ^ Letter 
pf mere Bujinefs: And Mr. W. our Re- 
marker, owns, that this Letter, whiclj makes 
up the four to Dionyjius^ is not of the Ethic 
kind. His Words, p. 6. arc : Mr, J. in/ijisj 
that it does not abound with private and ar-- 
cane DoSlrines^ or ferious and Ethical Dif" 
Courfes ; and who, let me ajk him, ever faid 
it did? Then pray let me afk Mr. W. If 
this Letter in Debate is not of the Ethic 
kind, or contains Ethical Difiourfe, how 
can it be one of the four Letters wrote to 
Dionyfius^ which Arijlophanes Grarnmatict^^ 
?ind Tbrafyllus^ and Diog^enes Laertius {t6rt\ 
ihfna, and Suidas^ {iy^ vrore of the Ethic 
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kind ? Tlie Forger, cr whoever put Plato's 
Name to this Letter, is difcover'd by the 
very Majrk he has mention'd. For he tells 
Dionyfius, all his ferioiis Letters began with 
it s whereas it is Jiot mention'd in one of all 
Plato'% Letters which are extant, but this 
pretended one only, which is not an Ethic 
Letter, but confifts of Matters of mere Bu- 
finefs and fecular Ai^irs. So if the Etbtc 
Letters had the Symbol, ihofe which are 
extant nauil all be fpurious, as making no 
mention, or giving any Intimation of it, 
but this in Debate alone ; or elfe the debated 
Letter is evidently fpurious, as mentioning 
a Symbol or Mark by which Platoh Ethic 
and ferious Letters were to be known, which 
yet is not found in one of his ferious or 
Ethic Letters ; and which Mark appears not 
to have been in any of them, and which 
alfo could hardly have been omitted to be 
njention'd by jiriflopbanes Grammaticus and 
Thra/jJJus, had iht;y known of any Cuch 
Symbol. It was obferv'd lo Mr. H^. that 
there were no more thun twelve Letters men- 
tion'd in Diogenes Laertiv.s, and this de- 
bated one made thirteen. That to Per- 
diccas, added in Plato, is, I ihini;, evidently 
none of PIato\ : Whoever cun read it (as 
^gbr Kcmftrker feems net to have done) may 
'lyaly fee it belongs to another Author, 
■n tile latter Part of It fpeaks of Plato 
»^^ who wjs different fro:n himfelf 
IB and 
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and one of his Friends : And Serranus ob- 
ferves, that it was afcribed to Dion in fome 
Copies J and rightly judges it to be Dion's* 
The Letter to Perdiccas in Plato contains 
Advice to him to ufe the Counfel of £2^- 
phraus (a Platonic) in his monarchical Ad- 
miniftration. Then he adds. If any one 
JI:ould fay that Plato profejjeth to underftand 
what belongs to and is ufeful to a popular go- 
vernment^ but yet he ne^er in a public ji^Jfem-- 
hly rofe and Jpoke to the People^ and advis*d 
them to take ithat he thought the heft Mea^ 
fures of Government : To this it may he 
reply' d : That Plato fettled late in his Coun- 
try^ and found the People had been long ac^ 
Cttflom'd by the Counfels of thefe of former 
Times to praBife many things that were 
contrary to what he fhould have advis'd ^ 
otherwife he would have been exceeding glad 
to have confulted with them as his Parent ; 
but that he thought he fljould bring himfeJfin- 
to Danger to no Purpofe. And I think (adds 
the Letter- Writer) that my Counfel would be 
of no better EffeSl. For if we feem'd irre^ 
formable^ he (Plato) would bid us Adieu^ 
without giving his Counfel concerning me or 
my Affairs. Does this look like a Letter 
wrote by Plato himfelf ? Nothing lefs ; and 
there is no doubt, I think, but that it was 
wrote by another Hand, and moft probably 
by Dion. Therefore, if Perdiccas was men- 
tioned by Diogenes Laertius^ he could only 

mean 
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mean that two of Plato' ^ Letters were wrote 
to Perdiccas and the Friends of Dion ; and 
the Words, as they ftand, imply no more. 
They are To Perdiccas, To the Friends of Dion ^ 
two (Letters) including Perdiccas amongft 
thofe Friends of Dion^ to whom two Let- 
ters were written, which are found in Plato^ 
It is the fame Expreffion as what he fays 
juft before, viz. To Hermeas, To Eraftus and 
Corifcus, one (Letter) which is alfo extant. 
And as no judicious Man can doubt of the 
Letter to Perdiccas being not Plato's, fo his 
Name was probably without Thought added 
in Diogenes Laertius by fome Copier *, from 
the wrong Infcription of it in fome Copies of 
Plato. 



TO( A\bf»oq ol/aia;, ^vo. In all iz, not 13. This was the Di- 
vifion of nrafylam or 7hrafyUus, who flourifh'd in the Reigns 
of Auguftus and Ttheriui : And j^rifiophanes Grammaticus 
might enumerate the fame Number. But whoever can count, 
muft fee there are no more than fwehe Letters. So (lands 
the Edit, Aldrohand. Lond. 1664. p. 84. The Edition of 
Menagitts difFers only in the laft Particular; and has TT^<i 
Ui^^iKKMt, w^of Taj Aimof oi«e»«?, ^vo' which implies that there 
were no more than tiuo Letters to Perdiccas and the Friends 
of Diofif (otherwife he would have wrote tt^o; Ile^^lftxetv, fjua) 
and fo but tixjehe in all. And the Corredlion luilaca, for 
r^ta^eifihxa is right. Bat it is highly probable that the Name 
of P§rdiccas is an Interpolation in one of the Editions of 
Diogenes Laertius ; as it is almoft certain that the Letter to 
him in Plato is none of Plato\ Letters. 
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But the critical Remarkcr will afk ; if 
you take away one froni Dion^^Jius^ and that 
to 'PerdiccaSy there will remain no more 
than eleven Letters : True. Bat add one to 
Dionjjifius which is loft^ and there will be 
agr.in twelve. Dr. Bent!ey could prove no 
more ; and his Arguments for thirteen, and 
the Genuinenefs of the thirteenth to jD/^- 
nyjius^ are very weak, and unworthy of him. 
Indigmr quandoque bonus dormitat Homerus. 
Dr. Bentley faw it was a Letter not of the 
Ethic kind, but of Bufinefs only ; and fome 
of it too low and trifling for Plato to be 
concerned in : And this was fufficient to 
fhew it was not Plato'% all whofe Letters 
were Ethic. There is another Mark which 
difcovers this Letter not to be Plato's ; the 
Letter- Writer in the Beginning reminds Dio- 
nyfius^ that at one of his Entertainments a 
Perfon who was next to him at Table, when 
Dionxfius join'd their Ccmpany, told him, 
That he had been much improv d in Wifdom 
by the jiffijlance (?/* Plato Dionyfius reply'd, 
Tes J and alfo in many other things ; and 
that he had been profited by him^ from the 
Time he fent for him. Then he recom- 
mends to Dionyfius^ a Difciple of £«- 
doxus ; which is not very probable that Plato 
would do, there being an Emulation between 
them. Now does Mr. PV. think that Plato 
could write this Letter ? But this it is to be 
a fecond-hand Critic. 

2 The 
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The ferious Reader will be furpriz'd at 

what follows, Mr. IV. was charg'd with 
fetting Mr. Jackfon's Hand to what he never 
wrote \ and to ' this Purpofe he alledg'd a 
large Paflage wrote in Italics to diftinguifh 
it from his own Words. The Paflage is, 
viz. he affirms- in the fecond Edition of the 
Critical Enquiry ^ p. 173. T^hat Mr. Jackfon 
has given it under his Hand^ that he never 
offered the future Renovation of the Stoics as 
a Proof that they believ'd another life ; but 
that he confined their Notion of a future State 
to the Period that intervenes between Death 
and the general Refioration : And that he ne^ 
"ver mentioned the Refufion of the Soul into 
the frjl Caufe as a State of Happinejs^ nor 
ever conjider'd it in that View. Had Mr. 
"Jackfon faid or thought what is here fug- 
gefted, and which he is by the Critic fup- 
pos*d to retradt, he mufl have been as ab- 
furd a Writer as he has proved our Critic to 
be. But as he neither faid or thought any 
fuch thing, nor has given under his Hand 
what is here feign'd by the Critic, he was 
juftly chargM with Forgery, and fetting Mr, 
yackfon^s Hand to what he never wrote. 
Our Remarker Mr. JV. mentions the Charge 1 
and then dropping the Paflage above on 
which it was founded, would have you be- 
lieve he is quite innocent ; and though con- 
fcious of the Guilt of Calumny and grofe 
Prevarication, he with a peculiar Effrontery 

faiys } 
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fays } And does he i Mr. J.) expeSl after this 

that we ever Jhould appeal to his Candor and 
Ingenuity again? or that his Complaints of 
Mifreprefentation^ Calumny:^ &c. Jhould be 
conjider d as any thing more than the conftanf 
Refuge of a haffied Zealot j with a great deal 
mole of the fame bafe Calumny, p. 7. This 
is a ftrong Application of his own * Motto 
to himfelf, taken from his real Charad:er : 
And all Mr. W, can hope for is, that what 
he writes will be read by none but the moft 
blind Bigots; and fo, that he may efcape 
that Cenfure of the Pubh'c, and of every ho- 
ncft Reader, that he, above all other public 
Defamers, moft juftly deferves. Let me 
alk him, if he has any Feeling ; Did he not 
fet Mr. Jackfon'i Hand to what he never 
wrote? Will he deny the Paflage above 
cited to be the Critic's writing, feign'd as a 
Recantation of Mr. Jackjon ? Is it iK)t a 
piece of arrant Forgery ? He pleads guilty 
by Silence. What (hall we fay then to the 
fre(h Calumny by which he endeavours to 
conceal his Guilt ? 

What if Mr. Jackjbn had faid, what was 
added from another Part of the Critical En^ . 

♦ Mr. ^.'s Motto is — Break pmt CeB-wiB thro\ 

He /pins the Jliiht f el f'f leafing thread amw^ 
Deftroy bis Fih^ or Sopbifiry : In vain ; 
The Creature*s at his dirty Work again. 

This is fuch a Pidure of Mr. fF. that one would think he 
had fat for it. 

quiry, 
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guiry^ to the Paflage above mentioned, viz. 

^hat he never undertook to demonjirate that 
the Philofophers believed a future State ; and 
that he had given this under his Hand, which 
he really has not ; will this vindicate his in- 
venting and fetting Mr. Jackfon's Hand to a 
large Paffage, which he knows Mr. Jackfon 
wrote not one Word of? And then, as if he 
had not been guilty of this Foigery, his 
abufing Mr. J. for charging him with it? 
This may be thoughr one of the !aft Siruggies 
of a baffled and dying Adversary ; but fare 
he ftiould quit the Field, and go off with 
more Decency : Muft his very la'. Words be 
Abufe and Calumny ? But to prove that 
Mr. Jackfon did undertake to demon ft rate 
that the Philofophers believ'd a futUiC State, 
and afterward deny'd that he haii unviertaken 
it ; to what Words in his Book does he ap- 
peal,? To none. Mr. "Jackfon told him in 
his farther Defence^ P- ^3- v^^ Aifwer to 
his infinuating as if he had in his B /ok fre- 
quently ufed the Expreffion, demonflrate) 
that though he might have caWd a jirong and 
irrefragable Proofs which he bad given of 
the Point [of the Philofophers believii g a 
future State] by the Name of Demonjiration^ 
which fliew'd he did not difclaim the Word 
or his own Hand, as this Remarker viru- 
lently and falfely fays -, yet he avoided that 
Word all through his Book on the Pointy be-- 
caufe Mr. Warburton'j Demonftrations had 

made 
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made bimjick on't; andwi/hes be bad poinud 
out tbe Places where Mr. J. bad undertook t^ 
demon/irate wbat Mr. W. fays be did. He 
knew he could not find the Word demon- 
Jirate applied to the Subjed: under Debate in 
the whole Book, though he had fuppos'd it 
frequently there 5 but finding the Word in 
the Tf tie-- Page (which the Printer was or- 
dei*d by Mr. Jack/m, himfelf to take notice 
of its being put there, but negledled to do 
fo) Ml. fF. lays hold of this Shadow and 
wretched Pretence, both of abuGng Mr- y. 
as if he had difdairn'd bis own Hand (^though 
he never deny'd the Word to be in the 
Title Page) and as if he bad affimid that 
tbe Word was put there by the Author of tbe 
Enqi'iry. Thus Iniquity abounds : And he 
hopes by frefli and the moft bare-faced Ca- 
lumny to vindicate what he had really forg'd, 
and laid to Mr. Jac'kfon as his Hand^writing. 
Sure fuch a Writer will hever venture to 
fhew his Face in public any more hereafter. 
What would the poor Creature do, if he 
could get a real Occafion of finding fault 
with Mr. Jackfon ? But Mr. J. is fecure 
again ft all his feeble and dirty Cob-web At- 
tacks, both from his own Charafter, and 
from the Charadler of his Opponent, whom 
to find once to reafon or write like a Scho- 
lar would be fo extraordinary, as not eafily 
to be forgotten. But we fhali find him at 

his 
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Ills dirty forging Work again, before we havi 
done. 

Next, p. 6, 7, 8, he talks very imperti- 
nently he knows not what, about Andronicus 
Rhodius^s Paraphrafe upon the Nicomacbean 
Ethics of Arijiotle. Had he but confulted 
the Preface to the Cambridge Edition^ though 
he had gone no farther, he would have feen 
what ancient Evidence there is to believe 
that Andronicus Rhodius^ the famous Peripa^ 
tetic Teacher was the Author of it. What 
has Mr. JV, to alledge againft him ? This 
great Dealer ib fecond-hand Citations has 
got none but negative or dumb Evidence. 
A Ms. of this Book, fays Dr. Bentley^ has 
no Name of an Author to it ; and in Daniel 
Heinfius'i Copy^ Andronicus'j Name was 
added by u modern and unlearned Handi 
Therefore^ concludes our modern improved 
Critic, Andronicus Rhodim was not the Au- 
thor of the Paraphrafe ; though yet he is 
the ancient Claimant and Pofleffor of it^ 
and none but our Critic^s Non-Entities have 
ever dlfputed it. Mind his Argument, for 
'tis a ipecial one^ 

Andronicus's Name (as he cannot deny) 
has been fixM to this Book for many Ctn- 
turies. Old MSS, oWn him ; and ancient 
Writers fpeak of his being a Commentatoi' 
on Arijofk's Works : Bat fome MSS. have 

C oniltti^d 
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omitted his Name^ without adding any 
other; therefore Androntcus was not the 
• Author : And Mr. J. may be afhamed for 
afferting he was, now he is told of it by 
our improved fecond-hand Critic. However, 
I confefs I have the Pleafure always to get 
fomething by our Critic^s improved Way of 
reafoning. Here is a new Rule of Criti- 
cifm, by which you deftroy any pojitive Evi- 
dence by a mere negative or filent one, drawa 
tx ignoranttafaSli. One gives pofitive Evi- 
dence to a fadt, another knows nothing of 
the Matter ; therefore the pofitive Evidence 
is difprov'd and fet afide by th? Evidence 
which knows nothing of it. Mr. J. might 
take a little Pleafure in an Adversary who 
is a Critic of this Cafl, if it was not balanced 
by a juft Indignation at fo dcprav'd a Tafte. 
And after all, whether Andronicus was the 
Author of the Paraphrafe or not, yet all, 
who have any Tafte, agree that it is a juft 
and true Interpretation of the Arijiotelian 
Opinions 5 for which Purpofe Mr. J. cited 
it to (hew, ex abundantly that Arijiotle taught 
and believM a future State. 

Our Rcmarker is fo able a Critic (p. 8— 
13.) as to imagine that becaufe Stobaus^ 
yujiin the^ Martyr^ and others, cite Greek 
PaiTages as containing the Doftrines ofHermei 
^rifmegijlusy they believ'd thefe Paflagcs to 
have been wrote by this old Egyptian Phi- 

lofopher. 
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lofopher. Til warrant you they were fuch 

Fools as to think that Hermes^ call'd Trifme^ 
giftus, the oldeft Egyptian Philofopher and 
Jliegiflator, wrote the Greek Books which go 
under his Name, many Centuries before 
Cadmus carried Letters into Greece ; and that 
an Egyptian too wrote his Philofophy in 
Greek without underftanding a Word of the 
Language. I own this would deftroy their 
Credit as old Critics ; and they muft be ranked 
amongft our modern improved ones. But 
what if they thought no more than that the 
Greek Books under his Name contained only 
an Account of his Dodrine. This is con* 
liftent with being a Critic, is it not ? And let 
Mr. fF. or any modern C»itic difprove it ; or 
fhew, if he can, that they believ'd fuch an 
* Abfurdity, as that the Books which go under 
the Name ^THermes Trifmcgiftus ivere really 
genuine^ and written by the Man whofe Name 
they hear^ (p. 8,) 

As to Apuleiiis^ his Skill in the Greek and 
hatin Language is io well iTnown and at- 
tefted, that it would be no Difcredit to Vix.W. 
to have but a Tafte of his Learning that 
way. So that he, and Stobaus^ and yujiin^ 
that pious Chrijlian Martyr^ [againll whofe 
Teftimonies for j4r ijiotle \wnting the Book 
de Mundo our Critic has nothing to alledge] 
will maintain the Credit of their poftive Evi- 
dence againft the negative Evidence of an 

C z hundred 
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hundred fuch modern Critics, as tleir^us^ 
Salmafius^ and GaffinduSy who are certainly 
but very moderate Critics i though the Sea* 
tigers and If. Cafaubon 'were really Critics. 
But what have thcfe laft done in the Point 
debated, which is the Genuinenefs of the 
Book de Mundo afcrib'd to Ariftotle ? Have 
they given any Evidence from old MSS, af- 
cribing this Book to any other Author but 
Ariftotle ? Have they difcovef 'd any Faft 
in the Book inconiSftent in Chronology with 
the Time of Arijiotle f or have they (hewn 
that the Stile is different from Ariftotle'Sy or 
the Notions in it contrary to his Dodlrine ? 
Thefe are the Ways by which to judge a- 
bout the Genuinenefs of ancient Books : And 
ifMr. ^. could do any thing this way, it 
would be to the Put pofe. But as they have 
not produced any Evidence of this or any 
kind iufRcicnt to prove the Book not Ari-- 
fiotle's ; what fignirtes their bare Opinion or 
Judgment againft fuch Evidence as that of 
Demetrius^ Jujlin Martyr ^ Apuleius^ and 
Stobceus : from which it appears, that the 
Book was afcrib'd to Arijiotle in their Times ; 
and that the MSS. above two thoufand Years 
&go entitled it to Arijiotle ? An old Critic 
would take this for a fair and rational Evi- 
dence, and a fufficient Proof in the Cafe ; 
though a modern improv'd Critic has no No- 
tion of this fort of Evidence. The mere 
Imagination of a moderp Critic is fuperior to. 
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it,ail : And had Mr. J. been aware of this, 
he might ad bominem have poird modern 
Critics with him, if the bed ancient Evi- 
dence was to be fet afide. 

Mr. JV. thought he could deal with Juftin 
Martyr y ApuleiuSy and Stobaus^ and invalidate 
their Evidence, by calling them Names ; for 
that was all : And in his Remarks, the Charge 
againft them is, as I have fhewn, really ri* 
diculous and abfurd. But as he owns, he / 
had a better Opinion of Demetrius, and al- 
lows him to be afar abler Critic than any of 
the other three, (p, 14.) he took no notice of 
his Evidence, but drop*d it out of pure Refpeft 
to him, as it feems, and did not care he 
ihould appear in fuch unworthy Company. 

The Reafon our honefl Remarker gives 
for dropping the Teftimony of fo able a Critic 
and Judge in the Cafe as Demetrius, is per- 
haps as extraordinary as ever was offered. 
Mr. "J. produced four ancient Teftimonies 
( not minding Moderns) againft Mr. W'% fix 
Moderns ; he abufes three of them by hard 
and invidious Names, inftead of reafoning 
againft the Validity of their Evidence- And 
having thus confuted their Evidence like a 
modern improv'd Critic, he refufes to hear 
the Teftinidny c^i Demetrius, the founh Wit- 
nefs, and will not fuffer him to appear in 
Court, and give his Evidence. His Reafon 

• 
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is, becaufe be thought him a far abler Critic 
iban any of the other three — which (he adds) 
may ferve to Jfhew that bis bare Authority is 
not fufficient to fx and determine the Point 
in quejiion. If this be not Demonjlration^ I 
know not what is j and I have nothing to 
fay againfl it but this ; Let me afk our Re- 
marker, not as a Critic but as a mere An-- 
fwerer by Profejpony whether it was ever 
judged either Law or Equity ^ to fet by the 
Evidence of one and the moft material Wit- 
nefs in a Caufe, becaufe the Evidence ^of 
three others cited in the Cafe was not fo 
ftrong or material as his ? This cJne Evi- 
dence is fufficient in the Cafe to over-balance 
all his moji confummate Critics that evgr liv^dy 
and an hundred more fuch« He was one 
perfecSly well fkiird, and a Critic in Greek 
Learning, far beyond what any Modern can 
pretend to ; and had infinitely better Oppor- 
tunity of knowing the genuine Writings of 
Arijiotky than any modern Critic can have. 
And as, no doubt, he found the Book was 
afcrib'd to Arijiotle ; and as no later Evi- 
dence from MSS. has been or can be alledg'd 
againft its Genuinenefs, it is in vain to con- 
teft it. Our Remarker therefore had better 
have let the Book de Mundo alone, and the 
Paflage cited from it ; neither of which Mr.^^. 
laid any ftrefs upon, as he muft know : But 
he wanted to fhow his critical Talent at fe- 
cond-hand, and v^hat has he got by it? 

To 
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To Sfyate wbedier the Tirk&i^aBi be- 
liev'd a ibtorc Stale, is pfxt to dircdriz wbc 
tlier any Chiifikn ever bdier'd k. G r Re* 
marker talks very oonfa^Ddl j about the Pj^ 
tbagpric Migratioa, which oclj itlitei to 
die fbtme Statcof wicked Sook, wiadi wtxe 
fapposdtofah itto the Bodies cf^icfaEnirei 
as lefemUed thcirTcmpcrs aod pa"ps£:SoiB, 
for a PnnifKmpnr of their Crimes in chk 



Life, and in order to a fbtorc ReE^nnalioa : 
This bnital State was always faugbt to be bjr 
Divine AppcMntmenr, or fay thr Law of EK« 
vine IVovidence ; which is what is moot fay 
the Pbjfical Necefitj-^ r/Jt a Xcccffity rf 
Nature independent (^ Code's Will ; bat a 
Neoeffity originally £aavdsd in and an£ng 
finom the Divine Msral Government <^ the 
World : By vdiich Cooftitntjoo virtnons and 
pioDS Men were happy and rewarded, and 
vieioos and impious Men were poni(hed and 
made mii'erable hereafter. This Plafo treats 
of at large in his ^mam : AvA nothing is 
plainer, if Mr. fF. imderilood what he calls 
tbcPbilof^iy of hanrtuige^ or thr Langt:a^c 
of the ancient Phiicfopht:r . 

Bat Mr. j^, is st laft f ^ happy as xo have 
Mr. ^. afta- all he has faid of chcPhilofo- 
phers not believing a fuurc .State, own 
that they a&nally held and believ'd it. Thi9 
he had own'd in general before, having faid 

in 
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in the Appendix to his fecond Vol. p.ip 
Tiat be bad all along affirm' d^ the Pbikjo- 
fhers both in their external and internal 
Teaching held a future State : He will own 
too, that they held a future State ofHappi- 
nefs and Mifery. Now who but an old Critic 
will pretend that this ConfefHon is incon^ 
fiftent with his Demonjlrations^ that the Phi- 
lofophers neither did nor could believe a fu- 
ture State ? But it is no fuch thing as an In- 
confiftency. His Demonftrations, notwith- 
ilanding this Concefiion, are as good as ever» 
that the Philofophers neither did or could be- 
lieve a future State. This will appear pre- 
fently, and the Reader muft be prepared for 
it. Mr. W. agrees with refpeft to the Py- 
tbagoreans and Platohijis^ that the firft be- 
liev'd the rational or intelligent ^oui was to 
fubfifl: in a future State, and that this is the 
wry thing he had affirmed (p. 20.) but then 
he infifts (p. 23.) this future State was not 
a future State of Happinefs or Mifery ap^ 
pointed by God as a proper Reward or Pu- 
nijhment. This he proves, becaufe the Pu- 
niftiment of wicked Men, how great foever, 
was only fuppos'd to be a Migration from 
one Body to another by a Neceffity merely 
phyfcal (p^ 20-) and he drops the Confide- 
ration of the Happinefs of righteous Men. 
Was that by a Migration into the Body of 
Brutes, thinks he, and by a mere phvfical 
l^ecejjity? Did not the Pythagoreans be- 
lieve^ 



ticvfe that the Souls of good Men, after DeatH^ 
1?^ent to Heaven, and led an immprtal, hap- 
py, and celeftial Life ? But Mr. fF. from 
his great Skill in pbilofophic Language, fan- 
cies to himfelf a phyfical Neceffity which was 
not appointed by God, but independent of 
him. He has often talk'd of this Ncceffityj 
but fo very abfurdlyj that Mri J. thought 
it not worth taking notice of. To talk of 
phyfical Neceffity as independent and eXclu- 
fiw of Divine Appointment or Providence, 
is certainly the moft unphilofophical Lan- 
guage in the World ; and is meire Epicurean 
Language. Poes Mr* W^ think that the 
FythagoreahshtXitv^d^ that at Death the hu- 
man Soul went into the Body of a brute 
Animal by a mere natural Neceffity, tvithpqt 
any Divine Appointment? Certainly, in 
'the mete abftraft Nature of Things, there 
is no more Neceffity for the Soul at Death 
to go into the Body of a Brute, than into a 
Tree or Flower* 

Therefore, as abfoiute or inete phyfical 
Neceffity, Without the Divine Will and Ajp- 
pointment, could not poffibly be the Caufc 
of any fuch Migration j what; thefe Philo- 
fophers meant by phyfical Neceffity, was 
not a Neceffity of Nature independent of 
Divine Appointment, but a Neceffity indc- 
pepdcnt only of the human Soul, and re- 

P fpe<aing 
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ff^fting that Nature of Things whkh W40 
originally appointed by God, and founded in 
his moral Government of the World ; by 
which Conftitution virtuous Men were made 
happy, and vicious Men miferable hereafter. 
This was ajppointed by God (as the Philo- 
fophers unanimoufly believed, and in parti- 
cular the Pythagoreans^ as Plato (hews in 
his T'imaus^ p. 42. Serran, Edit. &c.) to 
be the natural Reward of Virtue and Piety 
on one hand, and the natural Punifhment of 
Vice and Impiety on the other hand. Thus 
Virtue was its own Reward, and Vice its 
own Puni(hment both here and hereafter, 
but ftill by the Appointment of God, and 
by the moral Laws of his Providence. So 
that Mr. W. need not give Mr. J. any trou- 
ble to prove fo plain a thing* The Belief of 
a Gody a Providence^ and a future State of 
Rewards and Punifiments^ or Happinefs and 
Mifery, were immediately and neceflarily 
connedted. 

Our Remarker, as to PJato^ is more full 
and exprefs ; he fays, the Author of the Di- 
vine Legation contends^ that Plato not only 
believ'd the Juture Exijience of the Soul, hut 
that he likewife ajjignd it this Exiftence in a 
State cf Happinefs or Mifery ^ which were 
imagirid to arife from the very "Nature and 
Conjftitution of Things (p. 20.) 1 begin to 

I haVe 
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have a better Opinion of the Author of the 
Divine hegation^ if he really and ferioufly 
contends for this Doctrine of a future State 
being the Belief of Plato. It is owning 
enough for Mr. J. or any other reafonable 
l^erlon, though it feems to clafli with his 
Demonftrations, that the Philofophers, and 
amongft them Plato^ neither did or could 
believe a future State (to which we may add, 
to pleafe Mr. JV.) of Rewards and Punijh^ 
tnents. I hope this is given up as to Plato 
and his Followers. For what is the Happi- 
nefs attending Virtue in the future State, but 
the Reward of it ? And what is the Mifery at- 
tending Vice in the future State, but the P^- 
nijhment of it ? And what is the Nature 
and Conjlitution of Tbin^s^ but that Nature 
and Conftitution which is given them by 
Divine Appointment and the Power and Will 
of God ? Does our Remarker think this 
future State of Happinefs and Mifery was 
fuppos'd by Plato to arife from the original 
blind and confused Chaos, or from that Na- 
ture and Conftitution of Things which God 
ordained and appointed when he created the 
fcveral Powers with which they are inverted, 
and which are fubjed to his moral Govern- 
ment ? It is better to fuppofe Plato did not 
believe a future State of Happinefs and Mi- 
fery at all, than to fuppofe he believed it to 
arife from an impoffible Fiftion, or a phy-. 

D 2 fical 
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flcal Neceflity independent of the Power, 
Will, and Appointment of God, from wbofQ 
Power and Will he taught and believed it 
only to arife. - 

P. 21. Mr. W. has the Pleafure to find, 
that Mr. J, both contradi£ls and confutes him" 
felf in the mofi plain and open manner. For 
Mr. Jackfon had faid, the Platonifts dijlin-^ 
^uiflSd between the fenfitive and intelligent 
^Guly and that the jirfi iias material^ and 
fuppofd to die with the Body : Then compli- 
menting the Treatife on Criticijm with. Mr, 
yjs Name, he adds ; that be ajfures us that 
xkto gave and ajjign'd the fenfitive or animal 
Souf the very fame Immortality with the ra- 
tional or intelligent. He did well to cite the 
Words as follow, viz. ** Plafo not conceiv-t 
^* ing the intelligent Soul or Mind to exift 
** without a SouK as its Vehicle in which it 
^' refided, made in confequence this Soul 
^* to be immortal/' This our acute Critiq 
calls a Contradidlion ; and if he can (hew it 
to be fo, I will ^llow him to be a Demons 
ftrator indeed. Where did Mr. j^. fay, the 
fenfitive or animal (il/u;^^) Soul vr^simmor^ 
taly or that Plato made it fo ? If there be 
any Contradiftion, 'tis Plato\ not Mr. y/s. 
Bui Plato is a confiftent Writer, whatever 
becomes of Mr. PF. Plato aflerts the intel- 
ligent Soiil or Mind to be immortahj ap4 

PlatQ 
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JPldto alfo fuppos'd it to refide infeparably in 
9 Soul as its Vehicle, which Soul in confc* 
quence he madb inHtiortaL Thefc^me Platfi 
lifcevvife fays, that the fenfitive or' animaj . 
Soul (which was fnuterial) was mortak 
How fliali this acute Critic be made to fee 
that Plato has not contradi<fted himfelf ?' It 
is certainly very dangerous to charge fuch aa 
Author as Plato with contradi-SUng ami con^ 
futing himfelf in the thoft plain and open man^ . 
ner. But the plain thing is j Plato held the 
intelligent Mind, or rational Soul, to refide 
in a Soul which was placed in the fuperior 
Part of the Body, the Head: He alfo held n 
another Soul of a diftiud: Species, which 
was merely fenfitive or aijimal, and was 
plaeed in the hnman Bredfl : This latter was 
the S'jbjtft of the Appetites and Pajibns^ 
and was mortal ; but the firft was the Ha- 
bitation of the iiitelligent Mind, and was 
immortal. So there is an end of his Con- 
tradidlion, arifing merely from Ignorance, 
and pot underttanding the plain and exprefe 
Senfe of Plato : And his Rtfledlion, which 
never fails when he weakly thinks he hzi 
got an Advantage, vanifhes with it. Con- 
cerning the two Souls, ont immortal y the 
other mortal^ which Plato held, I will fet 
his Words in the * Margin, for the Confix- 
fion once more of Mr. fV^ 

What 

* PUto^ fbeaking of the created Gods, fays : Of ^ ytAyA- 
fuiei, ira^dho^,w^M «^9 4^X^^ 49iniln, r9^M rir^j drnK» ^^f«« 
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What follows next relating to the future 
State of uirijiotle and his Followers, with 
the StoicSy is more ftrange. Mr. W. takes 
upon him to affirm^ that according to Ari- 
ftotlc, the Soul^ upon its Separation from the 
Body^ was to be refohfd into the univerfal 
Sub/iance^ or God: And that this Refufion 
was fuppos'd to take away and dejlroy all per •-^ 
fonal and diJiinSl Exijience (p. 21.) The 
fame Account he gives of the Stoical future 
State, p. 23. This indeed, if admitted, will 
put an end to Mr. jf/s Diftinftion between 
the rational and fenfitive, the immortal and 
mortal Soul 3 and it will not be worth while 
to infifl; upon it« 

But docs Mr. W. think the learned World 
will be thus trifled with, and have that call'd 
a future State (of Happinefs and Mifery, as 

avio) irsM^oenv^etf* o^fAoi rt uvea to aufjut t^o/ra*' A A A O ra 
£ I A O S ly ayr^ H^vX"^ v^oflc^/xodofitf irq @ N H T O N, mva xau 
wotlkeua it dvra ^raOiffAoIa tp^^ov.— — *Ka( ^tdb ravrat ir, tnSofum 
fmounu TO ^iTo f ■ ' X ft^gK ifuiva jeflflotxt^ao-ty > gy H ToTy rtiOeyt 
xat r^ xaha^t^ Su^atu to tq^ 'i^x^i N H T Q N yifoq mint* 
^ima, p. 69. S err an. Here yoa fee P/ato\ Diftinflion of 
the immortal ('^fvxn) Sottl from the mortal (^xn) Soul ; and 
that he calls the latter a different Species ofSoui^ which was 
placed in a different Part of the Body from the immortal 
Souly in which dwelt the Mind, called the Di^uine Part. He 
adds, p. 70. that the rational Soul was placed in the HeaJ, 
caird ox^o^roXK ; and this he had faid before. So that Mr.y^^s 
DiiUnflion between the tSi and "i^vxif or the immortal in- 
telligent, and fenfitive mortal Soul, is not vain, as Mr. f^. 
imagines ; but 'fets the ancient Philofophy in a better Light 
;haa he was awve of. 

.it 
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!t vf2iS always dedar'd to be) where ell per^ 
fonal and dtjlinS Exiftence is defiroy*df Or 
can that be call'd the future State of a P^r-^ 
Jm where all perfonal Exigence is dcftroy'd ? 
In the firft Place, the Return of the Soul at 
Death to its congenial Element, was not, in 
the Opinion of anyPhilofophers, the Refa« 
fion of it into the Sabftance of God, nor 
by any Reafon can ever be prov'd to be fo ; 
nor do I believe one Inftance can be pro- 
duced from any ancient Philofopher for fuch 
an Opinion. But the Return at Death was 
a State of perfonal Exiftence, happy or mi- 
ferable, which the Stoics held to be tem- 
porary, and to precede the Refufion ; and 
the Platonijis and Arifiotelians held to be 
eternal. This was prov'd by Mr. J. with 
unqueftionable Evidence. And fuppofe it be 
faid, that at Death the human Soul, ac- 
cording to the Chriftian Dodtrine, returns to 
other Spirits congenial or confubftantial with 
it, will this prove, or be thought to affirm, 
that it lofes its perfonal Exiftence ? 

Secondly ; he muft either recant his having 
faid, that he bad all along affirnid the Phi-- 
lofophers^ both in their external and internal 
Teachings held a future State ; or I muft be 
fo free as to tell him| that to call that a fu^ 
ture State ^ where all perfonal Exiftence is 
extindt and deftroy'd, is arrant Nonfenfe: 
And a Man who can talk at ttiis rate, muft 

either. 
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fckhejr iieVer have cead an ahcieot Bdbk af 
Philofc^hy in bis Life, wiih.ihe leaft Taftc 
or Judgment, 'Cr .«lXe mtift obftinately and 
wlfuUy (hut his Eyes againft Truth, The 
Diftinftl n therfifatc of .the rational and fen* 
£tive So,ul holds good with tefpcdt to the 
ArifiotetiaM and Stoics^ as well as to the 
Platpnijls ; and proves, that though they 
^eld. the fenfitive and auimal Soul to die with 
the Body* yet that they thought, the rational 
Soul fuhfijfted iifter Death in a State of Hap- 
.pinefs or Mifery. I (hould be glad to fee one 
Inftanee produced from any one of all the 
Tribes of Philofophers, who ever faid^ that 
ithe Soul at Death was tefus'd or diffolv*d 
into the Subftance of God, . or fuppos'd its 
iperfoiial Exiftence to be dcftroy'd* If then 
it fubfifted .after Death, and had a perfonal 
£xiftence, this was^ properly a future State i 
And jiriftotk and the 5/^;^ taught and be* 
liev'd this as much as the Pythagoreans and 
JPlato did : And Mr. W. has been all along 
deceiving, himfelf in his grand . Principle^ 
that the Philofophers, others beiides the 
Stoics^ ndtber^ .Sd or 4:ould believe a future 
State. 

P,i.3> 24. Mr.^^-.wopld^have us thinks 
th^t the ?fttture State <of Hafpinefs was in-i 
deed (which Ahtfurdiiy Mr.y, had charged 
him with affiraGung) a jBi^ian of the Pbi-^ 
Shfopbers ; but that the future State of Mifety 

was 
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^as invented by the more early Lawgivers : 
And thus he hopes to fave hioifelf from 
ContradtStion^ which he was charg'd with. 
To clear hinifelf, he alledges (p. 24.) that 
what be had advanced concerrnng the FiSlipn 
of the more early Lawgivers y related only to 

future PuniJhmentSy or to the popular Ac^ 
count of the infernal Torments. And what is 

' tUs (he adds) to the State of Happinefs in 
Heaven t But I'll fhew him, that he fup- 
pos*d the State of Happinefs in Heaven, as 
well as the other State of Mifery, to be alfo 
the received political and popular Account 
and Opinion; and confequently^ by his 
own Reafbning, not the Fiftion of the Phi-- 
hJbpberSy but of the more early Lawgivers. 
In the Critical Enquiry^ p. 23. Q>eaking of 
the Cafciy or ancient Inhabitants of Italy ^ 
he fays ; " They thought that Men of great /» 
** and Angular Qualifications, that Perfons 
^* famous and cxcell6nt in their Generations, 
^* would be rais'd and exalted into Heaven 5 
'* while all the reft were left to grovel in the 
*^ World below.** But now (he adds)* is 
not this here reprefented as a popular and 

common Notion ? as it certainly is. If this 

future State of Happinefs in Heaven, and 
of Mifery in the World below, was all the 
invention of the Philofophers, then the more 
early Legiflators did not invent either the 
State of Happinefs or of Mifery j and Mf. 
W. contradifts himfelf this Way. If it was 

£ aU 
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all the Invention of the more early Law- 
givers, (as by his Reafoning it was) then 
the Philofophers did not invent the future 
State of Happinefs in' Heaven, and he is ftill 
involved in a Contradidtion. But what an 
Abfurdity is it to make ^ the future State a 
Fiftipn either of the Philofophers or Legifla- 
tors ? And it is no lefs Abfurdity to fuppofe 
the Philofophers invented the future State of 
Happinefs long after the Legiflatdrs had in- 
vented the filture State of Mifery. Does 
our learned Critic think, that the future State 
was invented by Degrees j firfl: a State of 
Mifery and Torinent, and afterward a State 
of Happinefs and Pleafure ? Was there ever 
a Time when both were not believ'd to- 
gether ? And were they not both the con- 
ftant Belief of all Nations and People at all 
. Times from the Beginning ? 

I thought Mr. W. would have meddled 
no more with the Cafci^ at leafl till he had 
(hcw'd us to what Part of Greece they ram- 
bled and fettled in, for he purfued them thi- 
ther; But, p. 25. they muft be BarbarianSy 
becaufe they liv*d in the Country, and led a 
plain unpolifh'd Country Life^ and were 
Jomewhat ignorant (as Jerome relates of them) 
of Literature. Jlfud quos erat cruda rujiici" 
tas^ et qui humanitatetn quodatn modo nefcie* 
bant. This Account is no Difcredit to them. 

Bat 
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But how comes Mr. W. to make Jerome th« 
only Judge of their Charadter, in oppofition 
to what Mr. J. alledg'd from Cicero, who 
knew more of thefe old Sages than Jerome 
can be^ fuppos^d tc? have done 5 though Je* 
rome*s Account is far from making them a 
barbarous and rude Rabbk. But the learned 
Mr. W. according to his known Skill in 
Greek and Latin, draws his Argument of 
their Barbarity from Jerome's Exprcflion, 
Humanitatem quodam modo nefciebant. . He 
durft not conftrue the Words, for fear of 
being laugh'd at. He takes Humanitas to 
mean what we call Humanity : And fo Je^ 
rome muft fay, the Cafci were in fbme mea^ 
jure without Humanity 5 confequently a baY^ 
barous Rabble. But take Humanitas to mean, 
as it does. Erudition or Literature *, wba? 
Difoaragement was ic to thofe old Reli- 
gionifts, that they were not endued with 
the Literature of After-Ages ? And is it 
not hard to call a Set of worthy, fenfible, 
and honeft Men, a rude Rabble of Barba^ 
rians^ and as it were void of Humanity^ be^ 

• In tys Scnfe it was ufed by Varro and Cicero^ %vhom Jf 
rom0 delighted to imitate. Hear what J. Geilius fays : ^i 
'verba LatiHafecerunt^ quique his probe ufi funty humanitatem 
non id ejjfe voluerunt quod n/ofgus exiftimaty quodque a Gr^cis 
^i>fiu^^uvia. diciturT^ed humanitatem /ippfiiaverunt id prO' 
pemodumquod Graei 7r»ii^ntc9 *vocanf, nos eruditionem inditu- 
donemque in bonas artis dicimus : Sic igitur eo merbo *ve* 
teres effe ufos (ff cumfrimis A/. Varronemy Marcumque Tulli^m 
omnesfermelibrideclaranf. No£t. Att. lib. 13. c. \6, 
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caufe they beli^v*d a future State,^ apd were 

pot fo polite, and of fuch Gentleoian-likc 
Behaviour, or had fo mpch critical (^earning 
asMr./T-f 

, Mr. W. p. a6. is at his old Tpcks again, 
H? has not a Syllable to fay againft Mr. J. 
unlefs you allow him firft to inifrcprefent 
him. Here he fays ; , Mr. J. c^rms^ that 
the Philofopbers did not fuppofe the Anima 
Mundi to be a real and proper God. And , 
adds i ff^hy does he make no Reply to what has 
been alled^'d in fupport of the contrary Opt^ 
nion from Varro, ^c, ? JVby does he fake no 
notice of the fever al Tejiimonies produced^ in 
which the. Divinity of the Anima Mundi /> 
inculcated in the moji plain and exprefs Terms? 
Now would you think that Mr. jf. does not • 
^ffirm one Syllable of what he is here charged 
with in the Piece which Mr. W. is pleased 
tp r?fer to and afcribe to him ? The Words 
of the Authof of the Treatife on Criticipk^ 
referred to by Mr. Jf(. are, viz. jSome Pla? 
tonics made thf Soul a Part of the Mijlion or 
Mixture J out of which the So^l of the World 
was, made^ which was (ISf, B. ) always fi^p- 
pos'4 to be of a Divine Nature : Put theff 
jPlato makes this Soul of the PTor/d to be cre^ 
ated too. You fee the finppos'd Mr. J. fays, 
that the Soul oF the World was always^ Jup^ 
pos'd to pe of ^ Divine Nature^ (p. 27.) 
This, it feems, by ^ Rule of rnqdcra Cri-; 

2 ticifm^ 



